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INTHE UNITED STATESPATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE BEFORE THE
TRADEMARK TRIAL AND APPEAL BOARD

LORILLARD LICENSING COMPANY, LLC, OPPOSITION NO.: 91214874
Opposer, Application Serial No. 85/932156
VS. ANSWER TO OPPOSITION
ABIR ANWAR
Applicant.

Abir Anwar (“Applicant”), through his undersigned attorney, hereby sets forth his
Answer and Affirmative Defenses to the Notice of Opposition against Application Seria No.
85/932156 for registration of the mark “TRU-VAPOR”, asfollows:

1 Applicant lacks sufficient knowledge or information to respond to the allegations set
forth in Paragraph 1 of the Notice of Opposition and, therefore, denies the same.

2. Applicant admits the allegations set forth in Paragraph 2 of the Notice of Opposition.

3. Applicant lacks sufficient knowledge or information to respond to the allegations set
forth in Paragraph 3 of the Notice of Opposition and, therefore, denies the same.

4, Applicant denies the allegations set forth in Paragraph 4 of the Notice of Opposition.

5. Applicant denies the allegations set forth in Paragraph 5 of the Notice of Opposition.

6. Applicant denies the allegations of Paragraph 6 of the Notice of Opposition.

AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSES

7. The Notice of Opposition failsto state a claim upon which relief can be granted.
8. Applicant’s mark is not confusingly similar to any of Opposer’s trademarks.
0. Opposer’s claim that a likelihood of confusion exists is unfounded for severa reasons,

including the following:
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a. Applicant’s mark is sufficiently unique to distinguish itself from any possible
confusion with Opposer’s trademarks; and
b. Opposer’s mark is not sufficiently strong, famous, or distinctive so as to cause
consumers to confuse Applicant’s mark with that of Opposer’s.
WHEREFORE, PREMISES CONSIDERED, Applicant Abir Anwar prays that the
Notice of Opposition and the relief sought by Opposer Lorillard Licensing Company LLC
thereunder be denied and judgment rendered in favor of Applicant.

Respectfully submitted,

Christianne L. Edlund
Christianne.Edlund@mrkpc.com
MuULLIN RussKILEJAN PC

2425 N. Central Expy., Suite 200
Richardson, Texas 75080

Phone: (972) 931-0022

Fax: (972) 931-0124

COUNSEL FOR APPLICANT
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

| hereby certify that on May 2, 2014 a true and correct copy of the foregoing document
was served on Opposer’s counsel at the following address:

First Class Mail

Eric T. Fingerhut
Shannon M. McKeon
DYKEMA GOSSETT PLLC
1300 | Street, NW

Suite 300 West
Washington, DC 20005
Tel: 202-906-8618

Fax: 855-220-8641
efingerhut@dykema.com
smckeon@dykema.com

Lorillard Licensing Company LLC
300 North Greene Street, Suite 1601

Greensboro, NC 27401 :

Christianne Edlund
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